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REMARKS 

Applicant submits that the present amendment is fully responsive to the Office Action 
dated November 24, 2008 and, thus, the application is in condition for allowance. 

By this reply, claim 5 is canceled and claims 1, 3, 4, 7, 9, and 14-18 are amended. 

Claims 1,3-4, and 7-18 remain pending. Of these, claims 1, 9, and 14 are independent. An 
expedited review and allowance of the application is respectfully requested. 

In the outstanding Office Action, claims 9, 10 and 12 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 
102(a) as being anticipated by Emery (US Pat. No. 5,727,057). It is asserted that Emery 
discloses a method and system for combing and accessing telephony numbering and 
geographical position. Applicant respectfully traverses. 

Emery does not teach all of the features of independent claim 9 and thus, cannot 
anticipate the present claims. For example, Emery does not teach logic that, when applied to a 
processor, results in extracting abbreviated location information from amalgamated name and 
location information received for a caller from a Line Information Database wherein the Line 
Information Database associates name information with the caller number and receives location 
information for the caller from a Gateway Mobile Location Center. At most, Emery discloses a 
service displaying a calling party identity and location ID (Emery, Column 7, Lines 31-33). 
However, Emery does not provide for a Line Information Database, especially not one with the 
claimed functionality of the present invention. For example, nowhere in Emery does a Line 
Information Database, or any element, take both location information and name information and 
combine them into an amalgamated name and location information. The Line Information 
Database receives location data from the Gateway Mobile Location center to combine with 
stored name information correlating to the caller number received from the MSC. This 
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collection and combination by the Line Information Database in the present information frees up 
other network elements such that they are available for performing their intended tasks. This 
element is simply not present in Emery. Thus, Emery cannot possibly anticipate the present 
invention. For at least this reason, the rejection should be withdrawn. 

Thus, Emery does not teach all of the elements in the independent claim. Hence, the 
dependent claims, which depend therefrom, also are patentably distinct from any prior art of 
record. For at least this reason, the rejection should be withdrawn. 

In the outstanding Office Action, claims 14, 15, 17 and 18 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. 

§ 102(a) as being anticipated by Woodring (US Pub. No. 2003/0063730 Al). It is asserted that 
Woodring discloses an enhanced caller ID service. Applicant respectfully traverses. 

Woodring does not teach all of the limitations of independent claim 14 and thus, cannot 
anticipate the present claims. For example, Woodring does not teach logic on a Line Information 
Database that results in servicing at least one request for caller name information by associating 
a caller number received via the at least one port with caller name information, and obtaining 
location information for the caller via the at least one port, and providing an amalgamation of a 
portion of the name information and the location information to a mobile switching center via the 
at least one port in response to the at least one request for caller name information, wherein the 
Line Information Database associates name information with the caller number and receives 
location information for the caller from the Gateway Mobile Location Center. Woodring 
discloses providing user profile information in conjunction with an enhanced caller information 
system (Woodring, Paragraph [0008]). However, the method of providing this information is 
very different than the present invention. For instance, in Woodring, a trigger triggers an SSP 
(which already has the location information) which in turn queries a service control point which 
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sends user and location information to the server (Woodring, Paragraphs [0008], [0031]). In the 
present invention, the Line Information Database receives requests and gathers the location 
information from the GMLC. Line Information Database is the element receiving the request. 
This receiving element does not already contain the location information; it must access it from 
the GMLC. The process of the logic of the present invention is therefore a different process than 
that of Woodring. Because the processes are different and present different strains on network 
resources, the present invention cannot be anticipated by Woodring. For at least this reason, the 
rejection should be withdrawn. 

Thus, Woodring does not teach all of the elements in the independent claim. Hence, the 
dependent claims, which depend therefrom, also are patentably distinct from any prior art of 
record. For at least this reason, the rejection should be withdrawn. 

In the outstanding Office Action, claims 1, 3, 4, 7, 8 and 16 were rejected under 35 
U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Woodring in view of Barclay. It is asserted that the 
combination recites all the limitations of the cited claims and that it would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art to combine the references. Applicant respectfully traverses. 

Neither Woodring nor Barclay, nor any other related art of record, alone or in 
combination, disclose or fairly suggest the present invention as recited in the pending claims. 

For instance, neither reference discloses a mobile switching center providing a caller number to a 
Line Information Database that associates name information with the caller number to initiate a 
request, the Line Information Database network element receiving location information for the 
caller from a Gateway Mobile Location Center, which comprises information about the location 
of a plurality of wireless devices that interact with a network. For the reasons given above, 
Woodring does not teach all the limitations of the pending claims, as the elements stated as 
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lacking above are present in these claims. Barclay fails to cure the deficiencies of Woodring 
because Barclay does not disclose a Line Information Database with the functionality of the 
claimed invention. At most, Barclay discloses providing location information for a calling party 
to a called party or providing a location for called party to a calling party (Barclay, Paragraph 
[0011]). This in no way provides for a Line Information Database, much less one that gathers 
and combines location and name information as claimed. Gillespie (20020137497) also fails to 
cure any deficiency because any Line Information Database in Gillespie is only for names 
(Gillespie, [0027]). The Line Information Database in the present invention necessitates a higher 
functionality to receive location data from the GMLC. A GMLC is not even mentioned in 
Gillespie. The higher functionality of the Line Information Database leaves other network 
elements available for performing their intended tasks. Because these references together do not 
teach or disclose all of the claimed elements, the claims cannot be anticipated. For at least this 
reason, the rejection should be withdrawn. 

Because neither Woodring nor Barclay, alone or in combination, teach all of the elements 
in the independent claims, the dependent claims, which depend therefrom, also are patentably 
distinct from any prior art of record. For this reason, Applicant respectfully requests withdrawal 
of the rejection. Furthermore, there is no motivation to combine any of these references outside 
of Applicant’s own disclosure. Even if they were combinable, arguendo, the combination would 
not be able to obviate the present invention for at least the reasons set forth above. Thus, the 
rejection of the claims should be withdrawn. 

In the outstanding Office Action, claim 5 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Woodring in view of Barclay, further in view of Gillespie (US Pub. No. 
2002/0137497). It is asserted that the combination recites all the limitations of the cited claims 
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and that it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to combine the references. 
This claim has been cancelled and thus the rejection is no longer necessary. 

In the outstanding Office Actions, claim 1 1 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Emery in view of Barclay (US Pub. No. 2003/0119522). It is asserted 
that Emery teaches all of the limitations of the present invention as recited in the claims but for 
providing a location ID display on a map. Further, it is alleged that Barclay does disclose this 
limitation and that it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine the cited references. Applicant respectfully traverses. 

Neither Emery, Barclay, nor any other related art of record, alone or in combination, 
disclose or fairly suggest the present invention as recited in the pending claims. Claim 1 1 is 
dependent upon claim 9, which has been traversed above. Because neither Emery nor Barclay, 
alone or in combination, teach all of the elements in the independent claim, the dependent claim 
1 1 , which depend therefrom, is patentably distinct from any prior art of record. For this reason, 
Applicant respectfully requests withdrawal of the rejection. Furthermore, there is no motivation 
to combine any of these references outside of Applicant’s own disclosure. Even if they were 
combinable, arguendo , the combination would not be able to obviate the present invention for at 
least the reasons set forth above. Thus, the rejection of the claims should be withdrawn. 

In the outstanding Office Action, claim 13 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Emery in view of Gallant (USPN 5,802,468). It is asserted that Emery 
discloses all the limitations recited in the present claim but for a Subscriber Identity Module 
(SIM) comprises the detailed location information. It is further asserted that Gallant does 
disclose this deficiency and that it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
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the time the invention was made to combine the disclosures to arrive at the invention as claimed. 
Applicant respectfully traverses. 

Neither Emery nor Gallant nor any other related art of record, alone or in combination, 
disclose or fairly suggest the present invention as recited in the claims. Claim 13 depends on 
claim 9. For the reasons given above, Emery does not teach all the limitations of claim 9 as 
asserted by the examiner. Further, Gallant does not disclose or suggests any of the missing 
limitations in claim 9. At most, Gallant discloses providing different levels of mobile 
communication service for a mobile station within a communication system service area 
(Gallant, Abs.). This in no way provides for a List Information Database with the claimed 
functionality. For this reason, the combination of Emery and Gallant does not teach all the 
limitations of dependent claim 13 and Applicant respectfully requests withdrawal of the 
rejection. Furthermore, there is no motivation to combine any of these references outside of 
Applicant’s own disclosure. Even if they were combinable, arguendo, the combination would 
not be able to obviate the present invention for at least the reasons set forth above. Thus, the 
rejection of the claims should be withdrawn. 

No extension of time is believed necessary to enter this amendment. If any other fees are 
associated with the entering and consideration of this amendment, please charge such fees to our 
Deposit Account 50-2882. 

Applicant respectfully requests an interview with the Examiner to present more evidence 
of the unique attributes of the present invention in person. As all of the outstanding rejections 
have been traversed and all of the claims are believed to be in condition for allowance, Applicant 
respectfully requests issuance of a Notice of Allowance. If the undersigned attorney can assist in 
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any matters regarding examination of this application, Examiner is encouraged to call at the 
number listed below. 



Respectfully submitted, 



Date: February 24, 2009 /Fariborz Moazzam. Reg. No. 53,339/ 

Fariborz Moazzam 
Reg. No. 53,339 
Cust. No. 39,013 

MOAZZAM & ASSOCIATES, LLC 
7601 Lewinsville Road, Suite 304 
McLean, Virginia 22102 
(703) 442-9480 
(703) 991-5978 (fax) 
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